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CHAPTER - IV
fAnzalysis And Interpretation
4.1 Introduction
The present chapter deals with the analysis of data,
the discussion and interpretation of the results.
As mentioned in Chapter T the main variable is consist-
ed of ten scales. They are as follows @
1. Attitude. (ATT)
=« PMotwvation. (MOT)
wa  Time Manazagement. (TMT)
4. fAnxiety. (ANX)
9. Concentraztion. (COMN)
6. Informstion Processing. (INP)
7. Belecting Main Ideas. (SMI)
8. Self Testing. (BFT)
7. Study Aids. (8TA)

10. Test Strategies. (TEM

The independent variables are sex,.tvpes of school,
levels of academic achievement,mother’'s educaktion,fabther’s
education. mother’'s occupation, father’'s occupation, family
income, types of family,co-curricualar activities,turtion

classes and learning orientation of the students.

The data collected were analysed in three paris.In part
I, analysis of variance was used to study the main and inter—

action effects of sen,types of school and levels of academac
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achievement on lsarning strategies.

In Part 11, the analysis of variance 1s used to study
the main effect of mother’'s education, father's
aducatron,mother’'s oocupation, father’'s occupation, family
income,types of family,co—-curricular activibies and

tuition classes on learning strategiles.
In Part 1[I, the btechnigue of correlation was used to

study bthe relabtionship between students learning orientation

and their learning strategies.
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Part 1

In this part 2 X 2 X 3 factorizl design with 2 levels
of sex, 2 levels of tvpes of school and T levels of academic
achievement was used to examine the influence on each of the

ten scales of learning strategiles.
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4.2 Effects of Sex,Types of School,Levels of Academic

Achievement on Attitude

Table

A 2 X 2 X 3 Factorial

5

Design for Attitude

Source of B Gumof Hean F Level of
Variance Squares  Squares Sign1ficance
Hain Effects

Sex i 14% 39.124 193 88
Types of Schonl i 9.3 3 1.2 6.01
Levels of Aca.fch. 2 Theh 3.8 1160 0.01
2-way interactions

Sex ! types of scheal 1 9.101 9.101 0,447 N8
Sex ¥ levels of fca.Ach, 2 48,062 24,034 1.181 W8
Types of School X levels 2 97.3%3 48,687 233 M
of fa. fch,

Iuay wteractions

Sex X types of school 2 §.392 4.1% 0,200 W8
¥ levels of Aca.Ach

85 Between 1 1194914 108.336 5.326

5 fithin 888 16067.086 20,346
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Table &

Number and Mean Scores on Attitude

svson srman o i Mo ot 42 S Arm B S At St S —— —

NMumber Mean
Boys I szo 13.02
Girls =70 15.04
Students of Anami Schools 430 12.53
Students of Independent Schools 430 12.54
High Achievers SO0 14.04
Middle Achievers ‘ Z0O0 13.26
Low Achirevers SO0 11.80
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Table 7

Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and low Academic

Achievers on Attitude

High Middle Low
N 00 00 00
M 14.04 (a) 13.26 (b)) 11.80 ()

In order to ifnow the inter group mean differences, the
't values were found out with the help of following formula.

8 Ed = MSW + MEW + MEW
na nb ne

i

=0 bb + 20046 + 20,046

a0 -0 <00
= 0.068 + 0. 068 + 0.068
= 0,204 = (.45
With 888 df,t value at 0.05 level = 1.94 X 0.45 = .882
O.1 level = 2.8 X 0.45 = 1.141



Table 7 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

& - b = 14.04 - 13.26 = Q.78 NS
a - C = 14.04 - 11.80 = 2.24 Q.01
b - o = 15.26 - 11.80 = 1.46 .09

Table 3 shows the main and interaction effects of
seu,types of school and levels of academic achievement on

attitude of the students.

The F ratio of 1.920 with respect to sex is not signif-
1icant. This indicates that boys and girls do not differ
significantly i1n their attitude to learn. The null hypothesis

1 concerning no effect of seu on attitude 1s accepted.

fhe same table Ffurther shows that F ratio with respect
to types of school 1s 11.274 which is significant beyond 0.01
level. This means that students’ studying 1n anami: group
schools differ significantly from the student studying in
wndependent schools with respect to their attitude to learn.
In the light of this F value of 11.274, the null hypothesis 2
regarding no effect of types of school on attitude 15 notk
accepted.

From Table 6 it can be noticed that the mean difference
between anami group schools and 1ndependent schools 15 1n
favour of anami group schools. This shows that the students

of anami group schools have more favourable attitude towards
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study than the students of independent schools.The anaml
group association of schools are formed with the main objec-
ti1ve to sirengthen the esducational programs and utilice
maximally human and other material resources in given condi-
trons.The finding confirms the purpose for which such associ-

ation 1s formed.

Further, 1t 185 observed in table 3 that the main effect
of levels of academic achievement on  attitude 18 haighly
significant as the value of F ratio 1s 19.16 which 18 signif-
1cant beyvond 0,01 level. Tn the laight of this result the null
hypothesis I  regarding no effect of levels of academic

achievement on attitude to learn is not accepted.

Table & shows that the means of high,middle and low
achievers are 14.04,127.26 and 11.80 respectively. The trend
1% 1N descending order from high achievers to low achievers.
Table 7 & reveals the fact that the difference between the
means of high and middle achievers 18 not significant.Whereas
the mean difference between high achievers and low achievers
and between middlie and low achievers are significant.This
shows that high achievers have more favourable attitude
towards learning than low achievers.Similarly middle achiev—
ers have more favourable attitude towards learning than  low

achiavers.

The interaction effects on sex with types of school 1is

not  significant as the F value of 0.447 1s not significant.
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{n the light of the F value the null hypobthesis 4 namely sey
and types of school jointly will have no effect on attitude

of students in learning, 18 acceptesd.

Similarly Lthe interaction effects of sen and levels of
academic achisvement on attitude is not significant hence the
null hypothesis 9 regarding no jownt effect of sexw and levels

of academic achievement on atbtitude, 18 2l80 accepted.

Types ot school with levels of academic achievement has
also no significant effect on attitude of the students to-
wards learning.Here the null hypothesis & namely, the type of
school and levels of academic achisvement jointly will have

no effect on students” attirtude towards study,is accepted.

Further Table 5 reveals that the combined effect of
sex,types of schools and academ:ic achievement on students’
abbi1tude 135 not significant as the F Value of 02046 15 not
significant.Here the null hypothesis 7 is acocepted 1n the

light of obtained F value,

Thus sex has no significant and differentizl role o

play in attrtude of the students’ learning.
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4.3 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic

Achievement on Motivation

Table

8

A 2 X 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Motivation

Saurce of bf  Sup of Hean F Level of
Variance Sguares  Squares Significance
Main Effects

Sex 1 127601 127,801 6833 008
Types of School i 33,663 L. 183 8
Levels of Aca.fich. 2 BLYZ 5706 B3 601
2-uzy interactions

Gex X types of school 1 0,444 0.446 0073

Sex X lavels of Aca.fich, 2 £0.554 .21 1508
Types of School X levels 2 9797  48.8% 2582 S
of Aca. Ach.

$-uay interactions

Sex X types of school 2 105.624 282 27145 M
1 levels of Aca.Ach

85 Between 1 £88.309 62,20

S5 Within a8 19.238

Total 8%
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Table @9

Number and Mean Scores on Motivation

s saa poias mooet e 200

Number Mean
Boys 530 D74
Bairls Z70 13.94
Students of Anami Schools 430 14.05
Students of Independent Schools 450 12.63
High Achievers J00 14,460
Middle Achievers 300 15.36
Low Achievers 00 13.35

[oepee——

Table

10

Number and Mean Scores of High,Middle

Achievers on Motivation

High
M S00
M 14.60 (a})
8 Ed = 0.44
With 888 df, £t value

Middle

at

00

153.36 (b}

0.03

]

lLevel

it

Q.01 Level

and

Lo

S00

Low Academic

oD

(c}

1.26 X 0.44 = 0.86
2.8 u 0.44 = 1.13
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Table 10 A

Mean Differences and their significance

a - b = 14.60 - 15.586 = 1.04 Q.03
=4 - c = 14,560 - 15.38 = .28 .01
b - < = 15.56 - 15.359 = 0.21 NS

The Table B shows the main effects,.the first order (ftwo
way) interaction and the second order (three way) infteraction
of sex,types of school and levels of academic achievement on

motivation.

The F  value of main effect of sexr on mobtivation 1318
6£.637 which 1s significant at G.05 level.This indicates that
boys and girls differ significantly i1n their mobkivation *o
Tearn. The null hypathesis 8§ ragarding no sffect of seyr on
students’ motivation bo learn 1s not accepted. Table 9 shows
the mean scores of different groups of students. The mean
difference 1n motivation of boys and girls 1s 1n  favuor of
girle. This means that girls are more motivated,more dili-
gent,more self-disciplined and more willing to work hard than
the bovs.

Tt 18 also observed 1 Table 8 that the main effect of
types of school on mobtivation 15 not significant as  the F
value 18 1.883. In the light of +this result the null
hypothesis 9 concerning no significsnt affect of tvpes of

school on students motivation 15 accepted. This implaes that
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there 13 no significant difference between student of anami
group schools and 1independent schonls so far as their motiva-

tion to learn 18 concerned.

Wikth respect to levels of academic achievement 1t 185
observed 1n Table B that F ratio of 8.613 1s significant
payond 0.01 level of confidence. In the light of this result

the null hypothesis 10 1s rejected.

From Table % it 13 noticed that the mean scores of
high, middle and low achisvers are 14.460 ,13.56 and 13.73
respectively. The Table 10 A shows that the mean differencs
between high and middle achievers and high and low achisgvers
are significant whereas the mean difference between middle
and low achievers are not significant. This indicates Lthat
figh achievers show more mobtivation,diligence,self disciple
and willingness to work hard for study bthan the other fwo
groups of students, Whereas middle and low achievers do not

differ with respect bto their motivation for sbudy.

Table 8 further reveals that 1nteraction effect of seu
and typss af school is not significant. Here the null hypoth-
#5815 11 which states that there will be no significant jJoint

effect of sen and types of school on motivation 1s accepted.

The F ratio of interaction effect of smeu and levels of
academic achievement is 1.971 which 13 not significantithere-

fore the null hypothesis 12 i1s accepted; and 1% may be con-
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cluded thatb levels of academic achievement 18 i1ndependent of

se so far as motivation to learn i1s concerned.

The combined effecl of types of school and levels of
academic achievement is nob significant as the values of F
ratio of 2.347 18 not significant. ITn the light of the wvalue

aof F ratio the null hypothesis 13 15 accepted.

The Jownt effect of seix,types of school and levels of
academic achievement on motivation 18 not significant. The
value of F ratio 1s 2.74%. In the light of this result., the
null hypothesis 14 namely, seit,types of school and levels of
academic achievement jJointly will not have significant effect

on motivation is accepted.

Thus types of school has no significant differential effect

on mobtivation of students to learn.
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4.4 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic

Achievement on Time Management

Table 11

A 2 X 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Time Management

Saurce of M Supof Hean F Level of
Variance Bquares Squares Significance
Hawn Effects

Sex 1 2B 28,782 7.550 ‘ 0.0t
Types of Scheol 1 26976 269,761 8.303 0.0
Levels of Aca.Ach. 2 101,348 330.688 1635 0,01
2-vay interactions

Bex X types of school | 15.678 15,478 0483 8
Sex X levels of Aca.Bch. 2 117.004 38.502 180t 18
Types of Schoal X levels 2 20,633 10.314 0318 N8
of fica. Ach.

Jruay interactions

Sex X types of schonl 2 169,188 84.5%% 2608 15
¥ levels of fca.Ach

5 Betueen 1 189.7% 172.5%7 5.310

5 Hrthin 688  28B4%.428 32.488

Total 899

~0
F



Table -~ 12

Number and Mean Scores on Time Management

et 4100t B w444t e Bt Tt e oSt S Yo s

Roys

Givls

Students of Anami Schools

Students of Independent Schools

High Achisvers

Middle Achievers

Low Achievers

oS40 ey e e s s A

Number

and Mean

NMumber Mean
S50 16.62
70 14.87
43Q 17.27
480 1.23
SO0 18.23
SO0 16.357
00 15.63

- " oo i Do P B4 S T s S0b $1048 Sl s v Home GO A D S Skt S 401D B Bham S S S SRS S S B S S it o S0

Table — 13

Achievers on Time Management

High
N 00
™ 18.23 (a)
8 Ed = G.B7

With 888 df,t value

Middle

U
l~_‘l
&

(b}

ab 0.0 lavel

0.1 level

Scores of High, Middle

i

#

Low
SO0

15.62 (2}

1.96 X 0.57

2.98 X .57

it

il

and Low Academic



Table 13 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 18.23 - 16.37 = 1.84 0.0l
a - o = 18.22 - 15.63 = —-—b 0.0l
b - L = 16.57 - 15.63 = 0.74 NS

Table 11 shows that F ratio of 7.35 and 8.307 with
respect to sen and types of school respectively are signifi-
cant beyond ©0.01 level. In the light of these values of F
ratin  the null hypotheses 13 and 16 are rejected and 1t can
be 1nferred that the boys and girls differ significantly 1in
the use of Time manzagement technigues for study. The sams can

be sard for anzmi zand independent school students.

The F ratio of 16.225 with respect to levels of academ—
1 achievement is also signaificant beyond 0.01 level of
confidence. | eeping in mind this F value the null hypothes:is
17 concerning no effect of levels of academic achievement on

the use of Time management technigue 15 not accepted.

From the mean scores 1n Table 12 1t 1s clear that girls
are more Lbime management consclous than  the boys.Similarly
anami group school students show consciousness 10 using time
management technigue than the itndependent group school stu-

dents.

Table 13 A reveals that the mean differences between

high and middle achievers and bstween high and low achievers
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are significant a2t 0.01 level. This indricates that high
achilevers are more conscious in the use of time management
principles for academic btasis than middle achievers and low

achievers.

The first order interzctions between sex and tvpes of
school ,sex  and levels of academic achievement and types of
school  and levels of academic zchievement on  the students’
uwse of time management technigue i1n learning are not signifi-
cant. This means that there 1s no significant i1nfluence of
s and types of school combined, sex and levels of academic
achievement combined and types of school and levels of aca~-
demic achievement combined on the students’'use of time man~-
agement btechnique 1n learning. On the basis of these results
null hypotheses 18,19 and 20 are accepted. Here 1t can be
said that sex,types of schools and levels of academic
achievement are independent of one another sa far as the use

of time management technique i1s concerned.

The second order tnteraction shows that combined effect
of sei,types of schools and levels of academic achievement on
the wses of time management technigues i1n  learning 18 not

significant, hence the hypothesis 21 1s accepted.



4.5 Effects of Sex,Types of School and bLevels of Academic

Achievement on

Anxiety.

Table

14

A 2 X 2 X 3 Factorizl Design for Anxiety

Source of Bt Sumof Hean F leyel of
Yariance Sguares Squares Swmificance
Hain Effects

Sex 1 380,445 300,485 1233 0.0
Types of School 1 102,705 102,705 33 8B
Levels of Aca.hch, 2 191793 TB.Ew A 001
2-way interactions

Sex X type of school S S K1) 137.301 4.458  0.05
Sex X levels of Aca.fch. 2 82,211 31.104 1.010 NS
Types of Gchool X levels 2 b3.237 314819 1.027 18
of Aca, Ach.

J-uay interactions

Sex X types of school 2 97,32 48,641 1.580 18
% levels of Aca.fch

55 Between 1 2813262 215,754 1,006

88 Hithin BBR 27347.401 .09

Tatal g9
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Table 195

Mumber and Mean Scores on Anxiety

Number Mean
Dovs 530 i16.94
)BIPIE 370 17.21
Students of Anamy Schools 495G 17.30
Students of Independent Schools 450 14.5%
High Achievers Z00 18.36
Middle fAchievers 300 17.2
Low Achievers IO 15.17 )
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Table 14
Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and Low Academic

Achievers on Anxiety

High Middle Low
M ZO0 00 300
M i8.5&6 (&) 17.24 (b) 18. 17 (¢
5 Ed = .556
With 888 df,t value 2t 0.05 level = 1.%96 X 0.5856 = 1.09
Q.01 level = 2.88 X 0.53&6 = 1.43
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Table 16 A
Mean Difference and their Significance

a - b = 18.56 - 17.24 = 1.12 Q.03

8 - o = 18.3& - 15.17 = S.19 .01
b - [ = 7.2 - 15.17 = 2.07 Q.01

In order to see the inter group mean differences for
the interaction effect of sex and types of school Tukey’'s gap

test was applied. These results are presented in Table No 17.

Table 17

Interaction betueen sex and types of school

Anam: school Independent School

Boys o= 230 N o= 280
M= 17.22 (a) M= 16.60 (b}

Girls M = Z00 N = 170
M= 17.97 () M= 16.4% (c)

S Ed = 0.748

H]
i

With 888 df "¢’ at 0.05 level 1.946 X 0.748 1466

i
[t}

0.01 level 2.98 X 0.748 1.929
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Table 17 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 17.22 - 16,65 = Q.57 NS
a - « = 17,28 - 17.97 = Q.75 NS
a - d = 17.22 - 14.45 = 077 NS
h - o = 16.65 - 17.97 = A NS
b - d = 16.65 - 16.45 = .20 NS
coo- d = 17.97 - 16.45 = 1.52 0.03

In Table 14 1t 15 seen that the main effect with re-
spect to sei 18 highly significant as the value of F ratio is
2,083 which i1s significant bevond 0.01 level of confidence.
This wmeans that boys and gairls daiffer in  the degree of
anxieby and worry about school performance. P eeping 1n mind
the wvalue of F ratio the null hypothesis 20 concerning no
gffect of seyx on anxiety 18 rejected.Table 15 shows that the
mean difference is in favour of girls. This means that girls
are more anxious and they worry morg about school performance
than boys. This 18 also in confirmation with the earlier
result that girls are more mobtivated, time management

conscious 1n study than boys.

Table 14 further reveazls that the F ratio of 3.335 with
respechk to types of school 1s not significant, hence the null
hypothesis 20 namely types of school will have no significant
effect on annhiety of the students about their school perform-
ance 18 accepted. This indicates that the students studying

in anami group schools and students studying 1n 1nadependent
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schools are egual mith respect to their aniiety and worry

about school performance.

In Table 14 1t 1s further ssen that F ratio of 25.2%91
with respect +to levels of academic achievement 18 highly
significant. 1In the light of this., null hypothesis 24 1is
rejected. Table 1o A reveals the fact that mean difference
between high zachievers and middle achievers, high achievers
and low achievers and middle achievers and low achievers are
signyficant. Hence 1% can be said that high,middle and low
achievers differ significantly in their degree of anxiety and
worry about ftheir school performance. It can als% be sa}d
that high achievers azare more anxious about *their school
performence than middle achievers,who are also more anilous

than low achisvers.

The first order interzction of sex and types of school
15 4.458 which is significant at 0,05 level., This means that
the jJoint interaction of sei and types of school i1nfluence
anxiety and worry of students about their school performance.
Therefore bthe null hypothesis 25 is not accepted. Table 17 A
shows  inter group mean differences which were compared with
"t values of 1.464 at 0.095 level znd 1.929 at 0.01 level.lt
was  observed that the mean difference between girls from
anami  group schools and girls of independent schools with
respect to the15 anitiety about school performance 1s signifi-

rmant &t Q.03 level.This difference 18 in favour of girls from
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anami group schools. Thig means that the girls from anami
group schools are more anyious than those from independent
schools  about thesr school performance. The same table fur-
ther reveals that the obhers inter group mean differences are
not significant. Hence 1t can bas said that the bovs of anam:
group schools and independent schools, the boys and girls of
anamt  gyroup schools,and the boys of anami group schools and
the girls of independent schools are eqgual with respect to

their anysieby about the school performance.

Tt 13 furkher noticed i1n Table 14 that the 1nteraction
affects of sex and levels of academic achievement and sex and
types of school are not significant as the obtained values of
 are 1.01 and 1.027 respectively. In the light of these

results the null hypotheses 06 and 27 are accepted.

The second order 1nteraction effect of seu,types of
school  and  levels of academic achievement on  anxieby and
warry of students regarding their school performance i1s  also
not signiyficant. Therefore the null hypothesis 28 concerning
no significant combined effect of sex,types of school and
levels of academic achievement on amviety and worry of stu-

dents regarding their school performance 13 accepted.

-
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4.6 Effects of Sex,Types of school and Levels of Academic
Achievement on Concentration.
v Table 18

A 2 X 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Concentration

Source of M Sum of Mean F level of
Variance Squares Squares Sign1 facance
Hain Effects

Sex 1 .58 .58 1.0 NS

Types of Schools 1 71.80% 71.80% 2819 8

Levels of Aca.Ach. 2 131253 658268 B 6.0

Zway wnteractions

Sex X types of schools 1 5817 4.817 0.288 NS
Sex X levels of Acafch. 2 45.913 2,997 0.501 X8
Types of School X levels 2 1.583 3. 0.148 8

of fca. Ach.

Frway interactions

Sex I types of schools 2 70,514 35.238 .38 18

1 levels of Aca.fch

S5 Betusen 11 15337.381 139.762 5,486
S5 Mthin BER 22672.148 20.475
Total 899

i
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Table

19

Number and Mean Scores on Concentration

et Yo o1 S o i i bt A P . o Wi S S Al Al M P e At o B S et i Vo

-

L L T PV —

Number Mean
Bovs S50 15.353
Girls S760 15.49
Students of Anami Schools 450 18.468
Students of Independents 480 15.14
High Achiesvers SO0 16.9%
Middle fchievers =00 15.19
Low Achievers SO0 14.05
Table 20
Mumber and Mean Scores of High, Middle and low Academic
Achievers on Concentration
High Middle Lo
N SO0 —00 SO0
™ 16.99 {(a) 15.192 (b 14.0% (¢}
8 Ed = 0,508
With 888 df,.t value at C.05 level = 1.96 X 0.305 = 0,99
0.01 level = 2.98 X 0.508 = 1.50
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Table 20 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 16.99 - 153.19 = 1.80 Q.01
a - c = 16.99 - 14.05 = 2.94 0.01
B - s = 15.19 - 14.03 = 1.14 .03

Loolting to the main effects,in Table 18 1t 18 noticed
that the F ratio with respect to sey is 1.004 which 1s not
significant. This means that the hoys and girls are egqual zas
far as students ability bto pay atbtenbion znd concentration to
gocademic bast 1s concerned.Hence the hypothesis 29 18 re-

tained.

Similarly F rabiop with respect to tvpes of school 1is
2.81%9,which 118 =zlso not significant.In the light of this
result  the null hypothesis 20 18 accepted. It can be said
that students studving 1n anam: group schools and the stu-
dents studying in independent schools do not differ signifi-

cankly 1n thewr ability to pay attention to academic basl.

The main effect of the levels of academic achievement
on  the students’ ability to pay attention 18 significant
bevond .01 level of confidence,as the value of F ratio 1%
wB.761. On the basis of this value the null hypothesis 31 1s
rejected. The inter group mean differences are chechked by ¢

value, which i1s given 1n table 20 A. All the “t° values are
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significant. The mean scores of high.middlie and low achievers
(Table ) are 14.99,15.19 and 14.095 respectively. Table 20 A
shows that 21l the mean differences are significant. Hence
the inferences can be drawn that high achievers are mahing
more conscious efforts of paying attention to academiec  tasi
bhan middle and low achlevers and middle achievers are paying

more attention ko academic tasl than low achievers.,

The two-way interaction between sex and types of
school.sex  and levels of academic achievement and types of
school and levels of academic achievement are not signifi-
cant. In bthe light of these results the hypotheses T2, 33 and

Z4 are retained.

The combined effect of sex,types of school and levels
of academic achievement on the students ability to concen—
trate on academic tast 18 not saignificant, therefore the null
hypothesis 35 is accepted. From this 1t can be inferred that
sei,types of school and levels of academic achievement joint-
ly will have no effect on students’ ability to pay atfention

and concentration on their academic tast.

Here the ser and types of school have no significant

role to play i1n students concentration to academic tast.



4.7 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic

fichievement on Information Processing.
Table 21

A 2 X 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Information Processing

Source of bf  Sumef Hean F Level of
Variance Squares Squares Swgnificance
Hain Effects

Sex 1 25.687 205,667 5.0 005
Types of Schools i 1.637 1.637 0.080 1S

Levels of Aca.fch. 2 1975407 986537 4004 6.0

2-vay interactions

Sex X types of schools 1 T3.415 73.415 9% 8
Sex ¥ lavels of Aca. 2 10.29 G114 0.1 8
Ach.

Types of School X levels 2 , 140.168 70,084 .72 N8
of Aca. fch.

Fuay interactions

Bex ¥ types of schools 2 284,782 142,39 147 005
X levels of fca.fich

&5 Betueen 11 2488.080 24.312 3.57

55 trthin 888 Jh344.206 4.928

Total 877




Number and Mean Scores on Information Processing

Table 22

o son et e ot 4 Bt whens g T B S4me e St Poms b A S S daees

Doys

Girls

Students of Anami Schools

Students of Indepsndent Schools

High Achievers
Middle Achievers

Low Achievers

Number Mean
S50 17.58
S70 17.62
450 17.62
430 17.58
300 1%.54
00 17.35
SO0 15.93
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Table 23

Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and

Achievers on Information Processing

High
N =00
M 192.54 (a3
& Ed = Q.648

With 888 df.,t value

Middle
oS00

17.33 (b}

at 0.05 level

.01 level

it

it

Lo
SO0

15.93

1.246 X 0.4&48

2.58 X 0.4648

(<)

H

L}

low Academic

1.27

1.4&7
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Table 23 A

tean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 19.54 - 17 .33 = 2.21 Q.01

a - C = 197.54 o 15.93 = Sebl .01

b - c = 17.350 - 15.922 = 1.40 G058
Table 24

Interaction between Sex,Types of School and Lsesvels of

Academic Achievement on Information processing

Anami, School Independent School
Boys Birls Bovs Girls
High M 0 =Y 82 &1
M 1B.&7 (a) 12.48B (b 20.84 () 19.24 ()
Middle N 84 && 85 &5
M 16.87 (e} 17.39 (f) 17.03% (g) 18.041 thy
Low ™ 76 74 104 44
M 16.44 (1) 14.63 (a2, 15.88 () 14.76 (1)

5 Ed = 2.602

with 888 df "t° at 0,05 level 1.9 X 2.62 = 5.135

.01 level

1]

2.98 X 2.62 = 4.759



Table 24 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

b o=
c o=
d =
e =
£f =
g =
h =
1 0=
j =
1, o=
1 0=
c =
d =
g =
f =
g =
h o=
1 =
3 =
1 =
d =
g =
+ o=
g =

18.67

18.67

18.47

18.467

18.467

18.67

18.467

18.67

18.67

18.467

18.47

19.68

12.68

17.468

19.68

19.68

19.468

17.48

- 19.68
- 20.548
- 19.2

- 14.87
- 17.59
- 17.032
- 18.01
- ib.44
- 14.65
- 15.88
- 14.76
- 20,596
- 19.24
- 16.87
- 17.329
- 17.03
- ig.01
- 16.44
- 146.45
- 15.88
- 14.74
- 19.24
- 16.87
- 17.3%

- 17,03

—«80
4.92
1.358
5469
Z.17

N

NS
NS
NS
=
NS
NS

NS

NS

NG

NS

NG
NS
NS
NS
NS
NG
NG
NG
NS
NG
NS

NS
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20.56

w0.58

20.586

20.56

.54

19.24

1%9.24

19.24

19.24

19.24

19.24

192.24

1.2

16.87

16.87

146.87

146.87

146.87
1&:87
146.87
17.35%
17.3%
17.59
17.59
17.39
17.59

17.05

{

18.01
16.44
16.658
15.88
14.76
16.87
17.3
17.03
1i8.01
t&. 44
146.65
15.88
14.746
17.39
17.05
18.01
146.44
14665
15.88
14.76
17.03
18.01
16.44
16.4658
15.88
14.7&

ig.01

i

1]

i}

1t

n

#

]

i

H

H

NG

NS

NS

NS

.08

NE

NS

NG

NS

MG

NS

NS

MS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NG

NG

NG

NS

NS

NS

NG

NS
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g - 1 = 17 .03 - l&.44 = 0.599 NS

g - 3 = 17.03 - 1 & . &5 = G.28 NS
g — t = 17.03 - 15.88 = 1.13 NS
g - 1 = 17.03 - 14.76 = 2.27 NS
h - 1 = i8.01 - 16.44 = 1.57 NG
h - 3§ = 18.01 - 1b6.65 = 1.56 NG
h - L = 18.01 - 195.88 = 213 NS
h - 1 = 18.01 - 14.74 = 3.25 NS
- i o= 16.44 - 14.65 = .21 NS
O 146.44 - 15.88 = 0.56 NS
T - 1 = 14.44 - 14.76 = 1.68 NS
3 - I = 16.65 - 15.88 = G.77 NS
g - 1 = 16.65 - 14.76 = 1.89 NS -~
- 1 = 15.688 - 14.76 = 1.12 NS

Table 21 reveals that the main effect of sex on i1nfor-
mation processing 18 5.028 which 18 signhnificant at 0.05
level., This indicates sex discrimination in students’ using
menktal imagery, verbal elaboration,comprehension, monitoring
and reasoning. Table 20 shows the mean difference i1n  favour
of girls. This indicates that girls are using more mental
imagevry,verbal alaboration;comprehension, monitoring and
reasoning than boys. In the light of the value of F ratio the

null hypothesis 36 concerning no effect of sex on  the stu-

dents’ information processing is rejected. This serems to  be
gquite obvious as gairls are showing more favourable
abtbibude ,more intearest in  learning,high mokivation,more

ah1liby 1n the use of time management btechnigues for learn-

1ng. .
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The F value of main effect of types of school on infor-
mation processing 18 Q.04 which is not significant. This
means that there 15 no significant difference in  the degree
of using mental imzgery,verbzal elaborztion and reasoning
between students of anami group schools and students of
independent schools. Thus the null hypothesis 37 namely types
nf school will have no effect on Information procsssing is

retained.

Further, the table reveals the significant difference
in informabion processing among high,middle and low academic
achievers, as the F ratio 1s 24.104 which is significant far
beyond .01 level.Hernce the null hypothesis 38, namely levels
of academic achievement will have no significant effect on

information processing 1s not accepted.

Table 22 A shows that the mean difference between high
and middle achiever,high and low achievers and middle and low
achievers are significant. This means that high achisvers are
using more mental i1magery,verbal elaboration,comprehension
monitoring  and reasoping than middie and low  achievers and
middle achievers are using more mental i1magery,verbal elabo-

ration and reasoning than low achievers.
The first order interaction between sex and types of
school to information processing is 1.794 which 1s not s10~

nificant. This wmeans thabt the combined effect of sex and
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types of school on students information processing is not
significant. In the light of this result null hypothesis 359
1% accepted.The combined effect of sex and levels of academic
achievement on information processing and combined effect of
tvpes of school and levels of academic achievement on

students’ information processing are not significant. Hence

both the null hypotheses 40 and 41 are retained.

The Jaint effect of sex,types of school and levels of
academic achievement on information processing 18 significank
at 0.03 level.Feeping 1n mind this result the null hypothesis
42 namely,sex,types of school and levels of academic achieve-—
ment Jointly will have no significant effect on information
processing is not accepted. The inter group mean differences
are checled by *t° values of 9.135 at 0.05 level and &.7%% at
.01 level. Table 24 A reveals that all the nter group mean
differences except one are insignificant.The mean difference
betwesn high achieving boyvs from independent schools and low
achieving girls from Independent schools 18 significant at
G.05 level. The mean difference is i1n favour of high achiev—
g boys. This andicates that bhigh achisving boys from Inde-
pendent schools are using more mental i1magery,reasoning,
compretension  and verbal elsboration than the low achieving

girls from the same group of schools.



4.8 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic
Achievement on Selecting Main Ideas
Table 25

A 2 X 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Selecting Main Ideas

bource of ¥ G of Hean F level of
VYariance Squares Squares Significance
Hain Effects

Gex H 37,508 31908 338 M
Types of Schoal i 19.883 19.883 L7 K&

Levels of Aca.fch. 2 319350 159776 14260 001

Zugy interactions

Bex X types of scheol 1 3.3 .3.3‘?3 0,303

Sex ¥ levels of Acafch, 2 11.8% 5.947 9,331
Types of School X levels 2 20.281 10.141 0906 NS

of fAca, Ach,

Suay interactions
Gex X types of schools 2 342 1,341 1478 M8

X levels of fiza.fch

85 Between 11 7118 40,448 3.628
85 Hithin 888 9949.541 11.204
Tatal 8
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Table 26

Number and Mean Scores on Selecting Main Ideas

Number Mean

BHovs B30 10.40
Girls =70 10,63
Students of Anami Schools 430 10. 66
Students of Independet Schools 430 10.358
High Achievers S00 11.23
Middle Achiesvers 300 10.88
Low Achievers SO0 P77
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Table 27
Mumber and Mean Scores of High, Middle and low Academic

Achievers on Selecting Main Ideas

High Middle Lo
M 00 500 SO0
™ 11.23 (&) 10.85 (b} Q.77 ()
8 Ed = 0,333

With 888 df,t value at 0.05 level

[

1.926 X 0.333 Q.65

i

0,01 level

]

2.38 X 0.35C

i

0.895
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Table 27 f

Mean Differences and their Significance

a — b = 11.23 - 10.85 = 0.68 0,05
a - € = 1}1.25 - 9.77 = 1.44 G.01
b - ¢ = 10.85% - P77 = G.78 .08

From Table 25 it 1s observed that the main effects of
seu and types of school with respect to selecting main i1deas
and recognising important information are not significant as
the obtsined F wvalues J.087 and 1.773 respectively are
significant. This implies that boys and girls show no dis—
tinction 1in selecting main ideas for learning. The same can
e said true Tor students studying in anami group schools and
independent schools. In the light of the F  Values the null

hypotheses 47 and 44 are acceptbted.

F ratio with respsct to levels of academic achievement
18 14.260(Table 25) Which 18 significant beyond 0.01 level of
confidence. In the light of F ratio null hypothesis 45 1s not
accepted. The mean scores of high,middle and low achievers
are 11.273,10.55 and ?.77 respectively. The inter group mean
differences are examined }leeping in mind the values of "t° at
0.05 and 0.01 levels. As seen in Table 27 A.all the mean
differences are significant. This means that high achievers
have more ability to select main i1deas for learning than
middle achievers and low achisvers. Similarly middle achiev-

ers also have more abil:ity to select main i1deas for learning
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tharn low achievers.,

The Joint effects of sex and types of school,se:. and
levels of academic achisvement and types of school and levels
mf  academic achievement on the students’ ability to select
main ideas for learning are not significant. In the light of

these results the null hypotheses 46,47 and 48 are retained.

F  ratio of second order interaction betuween ssu,types

of schools and Jevels of academic achievement 1s 1.478 which
15 not significant. Hence the null hypothesis 49 namely seu,
types of school and levels of academic achievement jJointly
will have no significant effect on selecting main ideas Tfor

learming is retained.
Lootking to the entries of table 5 1% can be said that

sex and types of school have no significant and differential

role to play 1n selegcting main ideas for learning.
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4.9 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic

Achievement on self-Testing

Table

28

A2 X 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Self-Testing

Source of M Sumof Mean F o Level of
Varrance Squares Squares Significance
Hain Effects

Sex 1 34,564 J4.564 0.889 8
Types of School 1 206.150 206,130 5.302  0.05
Levels of Aca.fch. 2 45645 PAYR I 5.988 0.01
Zugy interactions

Sex X types of school 1 S 3,102 0131
Sex Y levels of fca.fch. 2 28345 #6713 CLIB 005
Types of Schools X levels 2 181.3% 95.698 23 W
of Aca. fch.

J-uay interactions

Sex X types of schaal 2 200.81 100.416 2982 M8
X lavels of Aca.Ach

58 Between it 1381474 121,952 3138

55 Wathin 88 34529.274 38.684

Total 8%

iig



Table 2%

Number and Mean Scores on Self-Testing

Number Mean
Boys 530 17.52
Girls 370 8.2
Students of Anami Schools 450 17.83
Students of Independet Bchools 470 17.70
High Achievers JO0Q 18.73
Middle Achievers S00 17 .44
Low Achievers S0 17.24

Table 30
Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and Low Academic

Achievers on Self Testing

Hioh Middle L ow
N 00 D00 Z00
™ 18.72 (a) 17.44 (b)) 17.24 (o)
S Ed = 0.624

TATYT
. e de

With 888 df.t value a8t 0.05 level

1.96 X 0,604

]

G0.01 level 2.96 X G.624 1.3597
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Table 30 &

Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 18.735 - 17.44 = 1.29 0,03

a - c = 18.73 - 17.24 = 1.49 0.08

o - e = 17 .44 - 17.24 = G203 NS
Table 31

T

Interaction between Sex and Levels of Academic Achievement

High Middle L ow

Boys N 182 149 179
M 18.24 (a) 17.04 (b) 16,69 (o}

Girls N 1ig 1351 121
M 19.22(d) 17.84 (e) 17.79 ()

5 Ed = 1.27

1.94 » 1.27

i

=.489

With 888 df "t at 0.05 level

2.88 X 1.27 G.274

]
]

.1l level
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Table 31 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = i8.24 - 17 .04 = » 20 NS
2 - c = 18.24 - 16.46% = 1.85 ME
a - o = 18.24 —{ 19,22 = .98 NG
a - e = 18.24 - 17.84 = 0.40 NS
a - f = 18.24 - 17.79 = .45 NS
) - o = 17.04 - 16.46% = .55 NS
b - d = 17.04 - 19.22 = 2.18 NG
I3 - 8 = 17.04 - 17.84 = .88 NS
b - f = 17.04 - 17.7%9 = 0.7%9 NS
© - ol = 146.46%9 - 19,22 = - .08
o - e = 16.69 - 17.84 = 1.13 NS
't - f = 1h.6%9 - 17.7%9 = 1.10 NS
el - e = 192.20 - 17.84 = 1.3 NG
d - T = 19.22 - 17.7%9 = 1.43 NG
2 - f = 17.84 - 17.7% = 0,09 NS

From Table 28 1% seems that there 18 no sey discrimina-
tion on adopting self testing btechnigques for learning as  the
value of F of 0.88% i1s 1nsignificant. In the light of this
result  the null hypothesis 50 regarding no significant

effect on self testing strategies is retazinsd.

Further, the F value of main effect of types of schools
on adapting self testing technigue is 5.302 which 1% signifi—

cant at Q.08 level. The null hypothesis 51 1s therefore re-—



Jected and 1t 1s 1nferred that the students of anami group
schools  and  independent schools differ 1n  adopting self
testing technigue for learning. The mean value of students of
gnami  group school 1s 17.83 whereas the mean of students of
independent schools 1s 17.30. Thais wmpliss that students of
anam) group schools adopk more and bebtbter ways of self iLest-
ing technigue than those of independent schools.

Fovalue of main effect of levels of academic achieve-
ment bto self testing 13 5.988 which 1s significant at 0.01
level. Hence the null hypéthesls 52 namely, levels of academ—
1ic  achievement will have no effect on self testing, 13 not

accepted,

Table Z0 A shows that the mean difference bebween high
and middle achievers is significant at O.05 level ,whereas the
mean difference between high and low achievers 1s significant
at 0.1 level.These differences are in favour of high achisv-
ars. Hence 1% 1s inferred that high achievers have better
ways of adophting self testing technigues than middle and low
achievers. The mean difference belween middle and low achiev-
ers 15 not sionificant. This means that middle achievers and
low  achievers are nob different so far as selecting self

testing btechnigue 1s concerned.
The firet order interaction of sex and bypes of school
1% not significant with respect to self kesting ftechnigues.

Hence the null hypothesis 52 namely, sex and types of school
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jointly will have no significant effect on students adopting
self btesting technigque for learning 15 retained. The first
order interaction of sex and levels of academic achievement
15 signmificant at ©0.05 level. This means that both the sex
and levels of academic achievement jowntly affect students’
selection of self testing technigque. 1In the light of the F
valus of 3J.773 the null hypothesis 54 concerning no Jjoint
effect of =ser and levels of academic achlevemené on self
testing technigne 1s rejected. The inter group means are
tested with the value of °t° test at 0.05 and Q.01
levels.Table 321 A shows that mean difference betwesn high
achieving girls and low achieving bovs 1% significant at 0.05
tevel in favour of high schieving girls. This implies that
the haigh achieving girls adopt betiter ways of self testing
technigur  than low achieving boys. Table 351 A& further shows
that the inter group mean differences of all other groups are

inswgnificant.

Further the first order interaction hetween +types of
srhonl and levels of academic achievement on self testing 1s
i significant. Tn the light of this result null hypothesis
589 regarding no joint effect of types of school and lavels of
academic achievement oan students’ adopting self testing

technigues for learning is accepted.

The second order interaction of sen,tvpes of school and
ltevels of academic achievement 1s 2.8B2 which 15 insignifi-

cant. This implies that sex,types of school and levels of

e
PONEN §



academic achievement jointly do not influsnce significantly
on students’ adopting self testing techniques. Here the null
hypothesis 8& about no jJoint effect of ssi,types of school
and levels of academic achievement on students’ adopting self

testing technigues 18 acceptbed.
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4.10 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic

fichievement on Study

Aids

Table

32

A2 X 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Study Aids

Source of M Supof Hean F  Level of
Variance Squares Squares Swgnificance
Main Effects

Sex 1 28.1% 208,198 3.948 0,05
Types of Schoal 1 4,716 4,774 013 M5
Levels of Aca.fich, 2 3B0.ER:2 190,414 .44 0,01
2-way interactions

Sex X types of school 15,45 15,45 0.8 N8
Sex X levels of AraJAch. 2 114098 §7.049 1630 88
Types of Schools X levels 2 142,133 T1.06h 2.0 M8
of Aca. Ach.

-u3y interactions

Sex X types of schol 2 31.974 7.987 0,782 N5
1 levels of Ara.Ach

55 Betusen It 895,25 81.387 235

88 Hithin 888 31080.491 135,001

Tatal 899




Table 3I3

Number and Mean Scores on Study Aids

NumberMean
Roys S30 19.924
Girls a70 20.00
Students of Anami Schools 430 20.43
Students of Independent Schools 430 19,82
High Achisvers Z00 20.97
Middle Achievers 00 19.70
Low Achievers S0C i9.2

Table 34
Number and Mean Scores of High, Middle and Low Academic

Achievers on Study aids

High Middle Lo
N LS00 S00 SO0
M 20,97 (a) 19.70 (b3} 19.27 ()
5 Ed = G.é&

With 888 df,t value a2t 0,05 level

[
o
o

X 0.6 1.17&

ta

on

1.948

L]
it

G.01 level 5 X 0.6
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Table 34 A&

Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 20.97 - 19.70 = o7 0.03
a - o = 20.97 - 19.27 = 1.70 .01
b - o = 19.70 - 1.2 = Q.43 NS

Stuwdying the m3in effects in Table 32 1t 1s seen that
there 18 sex discriminabion in adopting and creating support
technigues for learning. &8s the obtsined F value 15 95.948
which 18 significant beyond 0.01 level. This mezns that both
girls and boys differ significamrtly in  adopting support
technigue for learning. On the basis of this result the null
hypothesis 57 15 rejected.The mean scores of boys and girls
are 17.2%9 snd 18.20 (Table 33) respectively. The result shows
that girls adopt and create more support technigques for

learning than boys.

Furthery; +the main effect of tvypes of school on stu-
dents’ support technigues 1s not significant as the F  value
18 G.136. This means thatbt there 1s no influence of types of
school on adopting support techniques for learning. In light
rf this, null hypothesis 58 namely the tyvpes of schools will

have no significant effect o adopting support  technique

retains.

Table T2, further reveals that levels of academic
achievement has significant influencse on  adopting support

technigus of learning 2s the obtained value of F ratio is
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5.440,mhich 1s significant at Q.01 level. Here the null hy-
pothesis &9 concerning no effect of levels of academic
achievemank on the studenbts support technigues to  learn 1is
not accepbed. The mean scores of high.middle zand low achiever
are 20.97.19.70 and 19.707 respectively.The inter group mean
differences are examined with the help of "t value at G.0OH
and .01 levels. The mean differences between high and middle
achievera,and high and low achievers zare significant whereas
the mean difference bebween middle and low achievers i1s not
significant. This shows that high achievers select znd adopt
more and better support technigues for study than the middle

and low achievers.

F ratio of the Tirst order interaction of ser and types
of school,ser and levels of academic achiesvement and types of
school and levels of academic achievement are 0.441,1.630 and
2.030 respectively.These F ratio are not significant. Hence

the null hypotheases 60,61 a3nd 62 are accepted.

The second order interaction between sex,tvpes of
school and levels of academic achievement on  supporting
techniques for study is 0.742, which 1 not significant. The
hypothesis &2 namely, sex,types of school and levels of
academic achievement jointly will have no effect on support

technigues for study, 18 accepted.
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4.11 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic

Achievement on

Test Strategies

Table

35

A2 K 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Test Strategies

Seurce of Bf.  Bum of Mean F o Lavel of
Variance Squares Squares Sigmficance
Main Effects

Bex 1 B.657 8.4597 0.0 &
Types of Bchool 1 50,930 250,920 8,393 0.0
Levels of Aca.fch, 2 1562183 9.0 26460 001
2-uay interachions

Gex X types of school 1 90,126 50,126 3.013

Sex ¥ levels of Ara.fich. 2 78.53% ]2 143 8
Types of Schools X levels 2 3.718 1.859 0.062 18
of Aca. Ach.

S-uay interactions

Gex X types of scheol 2 21255 10.617 .35 WS
¥ levels of Aca.fch

58 Betueen o 202893 184.085 £.157

88 Hithun BER  26548.630 .89

Total i)




Table 3&

Mumber and Mean Scores on Test Strategies

e Sevee st st ot B 1o e bt e i e i i S [R—— e s e s S oo o S R S o AN M S SO, AL A0S S i ok ot B S oben R S S S . SERSD o SO RO

NMumber Mean
Bovs SZ0 16.83
Girls I70 1&6.77
Students of Anam: bBohools 450 17.33
Students of Independent Schools 450 16.28
High Achiesvers SO0 18.28
Middle Achievers' SO0 17.04
Low Achievers 00 15.04

Table 37
Mumber and Mean Scores of High, Middle and Low Academic

Achievers on Test Strategies

High Middle Low
L SO0 S00 Z00
M- 18.28 (a) 17.06 (b)) 15.06 (¢}
5 Ed = 0.547

With 888 df,t value at 0.03 level = 1.9&6 X 0.547

1

0,01 level

1.072

K

2.96 X 0.8547 = 1.411
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Table 37 A

s

Mean Differences and their Significance

2 - b = 18.2 - 17.06 = 1.22 .03
a - c = 18.08 - 15.06 = Senl .01
b - c = 1706 - 153.06 = 2.00 Q.01

Table I35 shows that there 18 no seit discrimination on
adopting test strategies zas the obtained value of F 1s 0.2F0
which 18 not significant. Hence the null hypothesis 64 con-
cerning no significant effect of sex on students’™ adopbting

Test Strategiles is retained.

Further 1% reveals the significance difference between
students of anami1 group schools and independent schools with
respect to their adopting test stirategies. The obtained Value
of F 1s 8,397 which 15 significant at 0.01 level. The mean
scores of students of anami group schools and ndependent
schools are 17.057 and 16.28 respectively (Table 243, This
means that the students of aznami group schools adopt more and
better test strategies than those of independent schools.In
the light of this finding the null hypothesis 65 regarding no
significant effect of types of school on students adopting

Lest strategies 18 not accepted.

The F ratio with respect to levels of academic zchieve-
ment 1s 24.460 which is significant bevond ©O.01  level.The

mean scores of high,middle and low achievers zre 18.78B,17.06



and 19.07 regpectively. Table 27 A shows that all the inter
aroup  mean differences are significant. This means the haigh
achievers adopt more and bebier test strategies thanm middle
and low achievers and middle achievers also adopt more and
better test strategies than low achievers. Thevy male more
conscious efforts to be prepared for taling exzamination.They
are conscious enough to integrate material from differont
mrources. lFeeping 1n the mind the value of F ratio. the null
hypothesis 66 about no significant influence of levels of
academic achlsvement on students selecting test strategies 1s

rejected.

The two—-way interaction effect of sex and types of
school on test strategy 15 not significant.The same 1s  true
with respect bto the interaction effect of sex and levels of
academic achievement and types of schools and levels of
academic achievement on test strabtegy.teeping 1n mind fthese

resulbs the null hypotheses 67,468 and &Fare retained.

The ithree-way interactions of sex,types of school and
levels of academic achievement with respect to test sirategy
15 Q.385 which s not significant. This means that interac—
tion of sex,btypes of school and levels of academic za2chieve-
ment Jjointly did not have influence on the students selection
aof test strategies. In the light of this result the null

hypothesis 70 1s retained.
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4.12 Effects of Sex,Types of School and Levels of Academic
fichievement on Total Learning Strategies
Table 38

A 2 X 2 X 3 Factorial Design for Total learning Strategies

Sawrce of B Sug of Hean F level of
Variance Bquares Gquares Sigmficance
Main Effects

Sex 1 8062767 062,767 2985 8
Types of School 1 070,709 5070209 6333 0.05

Lavels of Aca.fch, 2 Balle262 42058131 30386 0.0
2-vay interactions

Sex ¥ types of school 1 1164851 1164.831 6.882

Sex ¥ levels of Acafich. 2 5B19.976  Z909.988 2.102

Types of School X levels 2 4182.731 2091364 131t NS

of fca. Ach.

Sruay interactions

Sex X types of schonl 2 7424495 2247 2,682 N5
¥ levels of Aca.fich

55 Betusen 11 14555 10403.03 1.316

55 Within BB 12250%.627  1384.117

Tatal 8% -




Table 3%

Number and Mean Scores on Totzal Learning Strategies

Sette ot e st i S Do Gt AP S SR G A S o Qo AR O MR SN MO S R Som Soens SRS M o St Tl Vot S4ee Tt o AN S R o e ol s S o

Students of Anami Schools

Students of Indepen
High Achievers
Middle Achiesvers

L.ow Achievers

dent Schools

Number and Mean

P ]

Table 40

Scores of High, Middle

Eem—p——

550

270

450

430

w0

=00

SO0

157 .47

1592.54

161.66

155.54

170.93

157 .39

147.29

e ot s i o W S B i Do TS W B B Hined Pian etine o S b s

and

Achievers on Total Learning Strategies

High
N J00
M 170.92 (1)
5 Ed = .72

Wiekh 888 df,t value

Middle
Z00

137.8%9 (b)

at 0.05 level

0.0l level

]

i

Low

SO0

147.2

1.6 X Z.72

3.72

2.5&6 X

fLow Academic

(¢}

i

-

i

K4

Wl
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Table 40 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 170.93 - 187.3% = 13.34 .01
& - o = 170.93 - 147.2%9 = 20.64 0.01
b - o = 187.59 - 147.2 = 10,30 O.01

The Table UB shows main effect, two-way interaction
effect and three-wav .interaction effect of sex,types of
school and levels of academic zachievement on learning strate-—

gies of students.

The obtained F value with respect to sex on learning
strategies 1s 2.935 which 1s not significant. This shows that
there 15 no significant difference between boys and girls so
far as the total learning strategires i1s concerned. This means
that boys and girls are equal 1n their adopting learning
strategres.In the light of this resullbt +the rnull hypothesis
71, namely sei will have no significant effect on the learn—

tng stralegies 18 accepted.

The same Table further reveazls the fact that the stu-
dents studying 1n anami group schools differ significantly
from bthe students of independent schools with respect to
their learning strabtegies, as the F value of &.553 18 signif-
1cant beyond O.01 level.Table 39 shows that the mean differ—
ance betwsen the students of anam: group schools and thea

students of independent group schools 15 in favour of the
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students of anmami group schools. This shows that students of
anami group schools have better learning strategies than the
students of independent schools. Here the null hypothesis 72
namely, types of school will have no significant effect on
learning strategies 1s rejected. This might be Dbecause ths
main obyectives of anami group schools are to provide best
possible human and material resources, to prepare fSeachers
for their effectiveness in teaching and to strengthen educs-—
tional programme.These help the student individually to

prepare one self for learning.

It 1s further seen in Table I8 that the main effect of
levels of academic achievement on  lezrning strategies 1s
significant beyond ©.01 level of confidence.This means that
high.middle and low zchievers differ significantly wmith each
obther (n their learning strategies. Table 3% shows that the
me 2 HSLOTasS of high.middle znd low achievers are
170.92,1597.5%and  147.2% respectively.The inter group mean
differences are compared with ‘t’ values of 7.291 at 0.0D5
ltevel and 2.598 at 0.01 level. All the mean differences in
Table 40 A are significant beyond 0.01 level. In the light of
these results the null hypothesis 77 namely. levels of aca-
demic achievement will have no effect on learning strategles
13 rejected and 1t is inferred that high achievers will have
hetter learning strategies than the middle and Jow achisvers.
And middle achievers will have better learning strategies

than low achicvers. This might be because the low achievers
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in  the present sbtudy are ‘those who passed mith promotion in

last two consecutive annual suaminztions.

It 15 also noticed in Table 3B that the first order
interactions between sex and types of school.sex and levels
af academic achievemant and types of school and levels of
academic achievement with respect to learning strategies are
ot significant. In  the light of these results the null
hypotheses 74,75 and 76 are rebtained. From these result 1t
can be inferred +that interaction of sex and types of
school.sex  and levels ot academic zazchievement and types of
school and levels of academic achievement have no significant

effect on students learning strategies.

it is further noticed i1n the same table that the second
order 1nteraction af sex,types of school and levels of aca-
demic  achirevement is nobt significant.In the light of fthis
result  the null hypothesis 77 1s retained and 1t may be
inferred bthat sex.types of school and levels of academic
achievement Jointly do not have any effect on students learn~-

ing strategies.

ot
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4.13 Observations

The following observations are drawn on the basig of

the discussion of Tables 3 bo 40.

1

L4

43

The girls are more motivated,diligent,self-disciplined
and willing to worl hard than boys,and zlso more con-
scious 1n  the use of time management technigue.more
anyzious about their school performance than bovs.They
use mora and better mental 1Magery verbal
alaboratbtion, comprehension and reasoning, adopt and
create more supporit btechnigues for learning than bovs.
Students from znami group schools have more favowrable
attitude towards study;move interest 1n study and are
more  Lime management conscious than the students from
indepesndent schools. They adopt more and belter ways of
seplf-testing technigues for learning .They use better
teslt strategies and prepare for tests than the studenis
of independent Schools. They have bettar learning
strategies Lthan the students of independent schools.
Tha girls from anami grouvp schools are more anxious
about their school! performance than those from inde-
pendent schools.

High achievers are more motivated,di1ligent,self disci-
plinerd and willing to wort hard,more fime consclous,
mare amnious about their school performance,more able
b select main ideas than middle and low achievers.
They pav more atbention and concentration to  therr
learning., use more mental imagery. verbal elaboration,

adopt and create more support technigues to learn  and
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test strategies than middle and low achievers.

High zachievers have more favourable attitude towards
study and they adopt better ways of self testing tech-
nigues than low achievers.

Middle achievers have more favorable attitude fowards
study than low achievers .They z2re more aniious about
their school performance and more able o select main
1deas  than low achievers., They male mors conscious
effort of paving attention to academic tasb,use more
mental i1magery,verbal elzboration,adopt and use better
wavs of self testing techniques and test strategies
than low achievers.

On  Ethe whole high =zchievers have better learning
sktrategies bthan moddle and low achievers and middle
achievers have better learning strategies than low
achigvers.

The high achieving boys from independent schools are
using more mental imagery,reasoning.comprehension  and
verbal elaboration then low achieving girls from the
same group of schools.

The high achieving girls select and adopt better ways

of self testing technigues than the low achisving boys.



Part —II

4.14 Introduction

In this part zn attempt has been made to examine the
affectes of mother’'s education,mother’s occocupation,father’'s
gducation, father’'s occupation, family 1income, types of
family, co-curricular activities and fturtion classes on
learning strategres. Tn order to euamine the effects the
stabisbical technigue of analysis of variance 15 used. AN
attempt has been made to study the main effects only.Scale
wise F ratio for each of the variables are presented,

discussed and inbterpreted.
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4.15 Effect of Mother s Education on Learning Strategies
Table 41

Main Effects of Mother’'s Education on Learning Strategies

o 0000 B bt e et S BIBE St SmATe S St S0k Wl P St e eaAe S S SuAn VAR S PO M4 SAARR SO PS40 RSB B s S0 M 4R o s S, — -

Scale of F Levels of
Learning stratenies Significance
ATT b.37 0.0l
MOoT Q.07 NS
THT Q.47 NS
ANX 0.33 NS
CON 0.2 NS
TNP G.41 NS
5MI .07 NS
STA 0.12 NS
5FT Q.04 NS
T8T 0.12 NS
TOTAL 4.03 .01

L4ht o o i orars S Yol 10484 o Mo i 34 Sarin A WA TS M et i S SoSVE AR R St W bt Ve S PR V0 A ot i SRS SRS S Pt Bt S SeAet Rl P e S e S S M o AP G G4t ttn ot Sk Yree) e S s e b
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Table 42

Number and Mean Scores of Students on Learning Strategies

with respect to Mother‘s Education

Hother's Education ————> Illiterate Prioary Secondary University

Scales of Learning Strategies

M= 114 24 37 %
ATl 13.88 3.7 1.8 12.02
Har 14.10 1402 13.84 13.43
™ 17.% .72 16.2h 15.80
AN 18.28 2.9 16.4 15.78
CO 6.3 o 48 1L I
4 0.2 863 169 .98
il 11.32 12 9.9% 10.24
514 2849 208 28 19.03
51 18.78 B2 1.3 17.36
87 17.48 8.5 1602 156.09

TOTAL 169.84 14748 1.1 150.48




Table 43

Mumber and Mean Scores of students on Attitude with respect

to their Mother’'s Education

Il1l1terate Primary Secondary University
N o= 114 204 87 175
M = 13.88 (a) 377 (b) 2.82 (o) 12,02 (d)

with 897,'t° value at 0.09 level = 1.96 X 0.64 = 1.294

G.01 level = 2.38 X G.466 = 1,7G3
Table 43 A
Mean Differences and their Significance

& - b = 1%.88 - 13.7 = D.11 NS

& - c = 1Z2.85 - 12.82 = 1.04 NS

a - o = 1%.88 - 12.02 = 1.86 Q.01

b - c = 15.77 - 2.83 = Q.92 NS

b - d = 1%.77 - 12.02 = 1.75 0.01

fod - 2 = 2.82 - 12.60 = .80 NS
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Table —-44

Number and Mean scores of students on Total Learning

strategies with Respect to Mother s Education

Illitterate Primary Secondary University
N o= 114 o =87 178
M o= 169.84 (a) 147.48 (b)) 133.83 () 1850.48 (d)

S Ed = 9.464

with 897 df, 't’ wvalue a3t .05 level = .96 X 7.646 = 18.93

0.01 level = 2,58 X 9.646 = 24.9C
Table 44 A
Mlean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 16%.84 - 1467 .48 = .34 NS

a - c = 169.84 - 153.82 = 146.01 N&

& - d = 16%.84 - 150,48 = 19,36 .05

b - c = 167.48 - 182.85 = 1Z.45 NS

b - o = 1467 .48 - 150,48 = 17.00 NS

« - o = 183.83 - 150.48 = 5.0 NS

Table 41 shows F ratio of the different scales of
learning process in relation tb Mother’'s Education. It also
shows F ratio of total learning strategies with respect &o

mother's sducation.
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Examining &the mawn effect of mobther’s education on
attitude and interest 1% can be seen that F value 1s signifai-
cant at 0.01 level. It means that the students whose mother’'s
having different levels of education differ significantly in
their atbtitude tGtowards study.This wmplies that mother’'s
education as a variable affect bthe attitude and interest of
the students towards shudy. Here the null hypobthesis 78 A
concerning no effect of mother's education on atdtitude and

interest is rejecked.

Laoting at F ratio with respect to other scales of
ltearning strabtegiles, it can be said that the groups bassed on
mother's education do nobt differ significantly in  all  the
scales of learning strategies. Keeping 1n mind these resulfis

the null hypotheses from 78 B to 78 J are accepted.

Table 41 further reveals the fact that the main effects
of mother’s esducation on total learning sirabtegies 18 signif-
icant 36 0.01 level. In the light of this finding $he null
hypothegis 78 concerning no effect of mother’s education on

learning strategtles 1s nob accepted.

Table 43 & shows that Lhe differsnce betwsen the stu—
dents whose mother’'s aretlllltewate and the students whosse
mother’'s gob univers:ity education is significant at 0.01

level.It 1s surprising to note the difference is in favour of
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children of itlliterate mother. Educated mothers might have
been 1nvolved 1n Job or socizgl or other activities and they
might not be able to pay attention to the studies of thear
children whereas 1lliterate mothers though cannot help their
children 1in their studies directly but they might be paying
attention to their children’s studies by providing warm and
conducive home envaironment. The difference between attitude
of the ohildren whose mothers have taken education upto
primary level and atbtitude of the children whose mothers have
taten higher education 18 significant at 0.01 level. Here
aleo bthe result 1s surprising and i1s 1n favour of the chil-

dren whose mother’'s got education up to primary level.

Table 44 A shows inter group mean diufference with
respect bto the learning strategies.Iinter group mean differ—
ances are in significant except 1 case of one that 1s the
mean difference between learning strategires of students whose
mothers are 1lliberate and learning strategies of students
whose mobthers tool higher education. Here also the difference

18 1n favour of children whose mothers are 1lliterate.
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4,16 Effects of Father’'s Education on Learning Strategies
Table 435

Main Effects of Father's Education on Learning Strategies

Scales of F Levels of
Learning Strategires Bignificance
ATT 7.81 G.01
MaT O.21 NS
™T .78 NS
ANX .09 NS
COon 0.4 NG
1INP 0.329 NS
= 0.07 NS
8TA .11 NS
SFT 0.04 MG
TET 0.14 NE
TOTAL 5.03 0.01
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Table 46
Number and Mean Scores of Students on Learning Strategies

with respect to Father’'s Education

Father's Education ——2 Illiterate Prieary Gecondary Universily
8rales af Learmng Strategies

N= " 1B 4 3

i .87 W% 844 R
HOT 1420 #1575 134
THT 17,76 1851 t6.44 1569
fX (KR B, S VS V- - N
O 16,03 1725 1851 142
L 24 B2 T8 T
i 10,99 1L 1032 3.9
5TA .30 2407 19 1.
SFT 16.66 B4 1.9 1023
187 1741 868 1691 1541
TOTAL 168,49 171,86 158.40  149.80
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Table 47

Number and Mean Scores of Students on Attitude with respect

to their Father’'s Education

Il1likerate Primary Secondary University
N = 79 173 =14 354
M = 12.97 (a) 14,35 (b)) 153.14 (¢ 12,09 (d)

5 Ed = 1.05

with 897 df, b’ value at 0.05 level = 1.946 X 1.08 = Z2.058

1
L
»
h
53]
>
e
.
(o]
a1}

0.0l level = 2,709

Table 47 &

Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 13.97 - 14.35 = 0,358 NS
a - o = 15.97 - 1%.14 = 0.83 NS
a - o = 135.97 - 12.09 = 1.88 NS
b - c = 14,55 - 152.14 = 1.21 MG
b - d = 14,35 - 12,09 = 226 .09 )
e - d = 15.14 - 12.09 = 1.08 NS
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Table 48
NMumber and Mean scores of students on Learning Strategies

with respect to Father's Education

Illiterate Primary Secondary tUniversity
Noo= 79 173 Ii4 23
M o= 167.49 (8} 171.86 (b} 158,40 () 149.460 (d)

8 Ed = 10.01

[H]

)
L
¥
L

with 897 df, "%’ value at 0.05 level = 1.946 X 10.01

i

2.88 .« 10.01 24.580

i

.01 level

Table 4B A

Mean Differences and their Significance

2 - b = 146%.4% - 171.86 = A NS
a - C = 169.4% - 158.40 = 11.09 NS
a - d = 16%.49 - 149,60 = 12.8%9 NS
b - o = 171.86 - 158.40 = 15.46 NS
b - d = 171.86 - 149.60 = 22.06 .05
s - d = 188.40 - 149 .40 = 8.80 NG
Table - 43 shows that the main effect of father's

education on attitude 13 significant at ©.01 level. This
indicates that father’'s education has an impact on students’
abttitude ‘bSowars study. In the light of the value of F ratio

(7.811,the null hypothesis 79 A regarding no effects of
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father’'s sducation hag no effect on other scales of learning

strateqles. But the reverse 15 true with respect to the total
learning strategies as the value of F ratio 1is significant at
0,01 level. teeping in mind the result of the other scales of
learning strategies the null hvpobtheses 79 B to 79 |  are
accepted. Looling to the value 5.03 of F ratio with respect
to total learning strategiles the null hypothesis 79 concern-
ing no effect of father’'s educabtion on total learning strate-

gies 1s nob accepbed.

Tabhle 47 A shows Lhe inter group mesn differences on
attitude of the students with respect to their father’'s
vducation. The mean difference bebtween attitude of the stu—
dents whose fathers studied upto primarv level and the
attrtude of the sbtudents whose fathers btool higher education
18 significant a2t .00 level in favour of the students whose
fathers tool education upto primary level.This indicates that
the students whose fathers studied upto primary level hiave
more favourable attitude towards study than  the students
whose fathers ftool higher education. The inter group mean

trfference with respect to other groups are not signiticant.

Table—-48 A indicates that the inter group mean differ-—

ences are not significant encepbt in case of one. that 1s.



mean difference between the total learning strategies of
students whose father’'s tool education upto primary schopl
level and that of those whose father’'s tool education upto
higher education. Here also the mean difference i1s in favour
of students whose fathers tool education upto primary school
level .1t, therefore can be inferred that the students uwhose
father etudied upto primary school level ‘Tadopted bestter
learning strategies than the students whose fathers tool

university education.



4.17 Effects of Mother’'s Occupation on Learning Strategies

Table

49

Main Effects of Mother’'s Occupation on Learning Strategies

Scales of

Learning Strategies

PR S— o e gorot e [rr——

ATT

MOT

THT

ANX

CON

NP

Sl

8TA

SFT

T8T

Levels nof

Significance

ot <o S . o Bt s S SR o i e SHARS S8 B o L S ML Lt B Sy S

Rpn—

0,08

0.04

G.04

e s e avond ot et St

NS

NS

NG

NG

NS

MG

MS

NG

NG

NS

NS

ot e vt e o e
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Table 350
MNumber and Mean Scores of Students on Learning Strategies
with respect to Mother’'s Occupation
Mother 's Occupation ——-— Housewife Service Business
Sclaes of Learning Nl = 699 N2 = 125 NS = 764

Strategies

oo st b e ettt S AR So00¢ S4440 SR HAFR Soees e SALIR D S L WAt Qs S s PP et A b PROSY S0t St R Lo SAS PR R S S SR it b BTN SR Bt SR WA Bt St M e S P S el i S R it S e e st S

ATT 2.94 15.63 13.87
MOT 13.50 14.82 i5.08
T™T l6.58 _ 17.88 ig.2
AR 16.69 17.79 17.62
CON 13.143 16.28 16,93
InpP ’ 17.27 18.77 18.68
SMI 10.42 1G.52 11.359
&TA 17.68 20.82 21.356
SFT 17.46 18.8%9 18.83
T8T 16.558 17.53 ig.oo
TOTAL 154.04 1hab6 .30 169.53

i G B0t Savm e B 9940 Sorme gesne i Mt g Senet e S Sowat e o B Gt Mg WP oo Aot AP oot v i S840 0es Bt SN P90 4Lt el YA S S AR R SO 44 YRALD e e AP WA S Peend KAV RS ey el Koo e s bipet St e Sonat O

Table 49 shows thalb the main sffects of mother’'s occu~
pation on different scales of learning sirategies are not
significant. The same 18 true with regard to total lsarning
strategies.This means that the group based on mother ¢ occu~
pation  are sgual with respect %o 311 the scales of learning
strategies and also with respect $o total learning strate-

gies. [t, therefore, can be inferred that mother’'s occupation
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has no effect on any of the scales of learning strategies as
well as total learning strategies. In the light of these
results the null hypothesis 80 and also sub null hypotheses

under 1% 1.e. 80 A to BOJ are acocepted.

Table 890 reveals the mean scores of the students having
different mother’'s occupation.The table shows that the mean
differences are generally in favour of students whose mothers
are involved 1n business. But these difference are insignifi-

cant as F ratios are not significant.



4.18 Effects of Father’'s Occupation on Learning Strategies

Table

51

Main Effects aof Father’'s Occupation on Learning Strategies

0 2t ot b Sk st Yopab SAAAR o b St Sl Heel S St v i e s

Scales of

Learning Process

F lLevels of

Bignificance

i Ao o P e s ad e PR PO b i SR e RO ot So000 Ao S o S S Soeas P Aot W ey P P SO S S B S0 Soarh D AR o ST A S Y R A S (e SR [ p——

ATT

MOT

™T

ANX

CON

inNp

sMI

8TA

SFT

0.21 NG
Q.01 NS
Q.08 NS
.02 NS
Q.08 NS
0.01 NS
G.00 NS
0,035 NS
.01 NG
.02 NS
0,202 NS
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Table 52
NMumber and Mean SBcores of Students on Learning Strategies

with respect to Father’'s Occupation

Father's Occupation——————-- Service Business
Grales of Learning 8trategires N1 = 402 N2 o= 298
ATT 15.08 12,93
MOT 13.87 13.78
™T ta.b61 17.02
AMX 146.83 17.12
CON 15.19 15.85
INP 17 .50 17.79
SMI 10.51 10.594
8TA 12.82 20.31
SFT 17.8a 17.54
TST 16.61 17.1%9
TOTAL 157.88 160 .07

B T N e e sosat s ems sotee e o o 2o e

Table 51 reveals that the main effects of father's
occupation on various scales of learning strategies and azlso
on  total learning strategies are not significant.This 1ndi-
cates that the groups based on father’'s occupation are egual
as far as each of the scales of learning strategies and the

total learning strategiles are concerned.
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Table 852 shows the averages performance of students on
different scales of learning strategies and also on the tobal
Irarning strategies. The mean difference between the studenks
whose fathers are businessmen and wmhose fathers are service-—
men are negligible with respect to all the scales of learning

strategies and the bobtal learning strateglres.

In the laight of the entries in Table 31 and Table 32

the null hypothesis Bl and sub null hypotheses under B1 are

socepbed.
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4.19 Effects of Family Income on Learning Strategies
Table 353

Main Effects of Family Income on Learning Strategies

s B Bores e et et N RS SA® S WA VRS $000 St Sened HASS M B4 B e AN SO T S ot O S SR S S o OV GBS PO A ek i MV O e AT AR WY S RALRD 000 A B TR et P et A oy SR et it W W P

Scales of F Levels of
Learning Strategies Bignificance
ATT 3,00 G.01
MOT e NS
™T 0,00 NS
ANX Q.20 - N§
CON .83 Q.01
INP Q.05 NS
SMI Q.06 NS
8TA Q.04 NS
SFT 0.01 NG
8T 0.10 NE
TOTAL Z.01 0.03
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Table 54
Number and Mean Scores of Students on Learning strategies

with respect %o Family Income

Family Income ——-——- - Higher Middle Lower
Srales of Learning Strategies N =126 S50 244

ATT 11.98 12.78 14,13

MOT 17.76 13.62 15.67

™T , 16.3 16.52 16.52

ANX 16.17 14.67 17.87

CON 16.25 15.87 25.01

INP 16.56 17.25 18.87

SMI 09.73 10.43 11.13

5TA 19.00 17.892 0. 64

SFT 17.54 17.47 i8.48

raeT 14.44 16.47 17.72

TOTAL 182.78 156,00 16%2.27

et G o San oo a4t e rkem 360t Sheth Ak SF0ty . e Seesh b b KW, R TR R Boo S ek S 0 1R SAovs e b s $4044 WEES SOP S28 S BorRe et N e Yt SRR PR Bt S e Mo MUK Sl S e i e e o BB b e e S St o

160



Table 55

Number and HMean Scores of Students on Attitude with

to Family Income

Higher Middle Loser
N1 = 1246 3350 244
M 11.928 (&) 2.78 (b 14.13 (o)

1.96 X 0.54

i
i

With 898 df, "t° value at 0.05 lsvel

L]

Q.01 level 2.58 x 0.54 =

Table 355 A

Mean Differences and their Significance

a - b = 11.98 - 12.778 = 0.80 NS
a - c = 11.98 - 14.12 = 2.15 0.01
iy - o = =.78 - 14,13 = 1.35 Q.05

respect

l&1



Table 356&

Mumber and Mean scores of Students on Concentration with

respect to Family Income

Higher Middle Lower
N o= 124 350 244
M = 16.28 15.87 25.01
S Ed = 3.10

L]
i

with 898 df, 't wvalues at Q.05 level 1.9 X 3.10 6.08

0.01 level = 2,58 X 3.10

it

7.99

Table 54 A

Mean Differences amd their Significance

a - b = 16.25 - 15.87 = 0.58 NG
=4 - C = 16,25 - wa.01 = H. 74 0,08
b - c = 13.87 - 23.01 = 7.14 0.05

L&l



Table 57

Number and Mean scores of students on Learning Strategies
with respect to Family Income
Higher Middle Lower
No= 126 N 30 ] 244
M= 152.78 M 186 .00 M 167.2
8 Ed = 7.79
with 898 df, t° value at 0.05 Jevel = 1.%46 X 7.77 = 15.26
0.01 level = 2,38 X 7.7% = 20,09
Table 357 A
Mean Differences and their Significance
a - b = 152.78 - 1346.00 = S.22 NG
g o - L = 152.78 - 169.27 = 146.4% 0.05
b - e = 1546.00 - 169.27 = 15.27 NG

Table 53 shows the main sffects of familv

income  on

scales of learning Strategies and on total learning strate-

gres. It 1s seen in this table that F ratio with

respect to

attitude of the students in learning i1s significant at 0.01

level., This means that family income has an impact on atti-

tude of the students. In the light of this result

the null
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hypothesis 82 & zboub no 2ffect of family income on  attitude
1e not accepted. Further 1t 18 noticed 1n the same table that
F  ratio with respect to concentration for study 1s signifi-
cant. This i1ndicates that family i1ncome influences shu-
dents‘concentration to study. Feeping in mind this result the
null hypothesis 82 E concerning no effect of family income on
concentration 18 not accepied. Similarly F ratio with re-
spect to total lesarming strategies 1s also significant .Hence
it can be said that family income has an 1mpackt on  total
learning strategilies. In the light of this result the null
hypothesis 2 regarding no effect of family income on  total
of learning strategies is not accepted.F ratios with respect
to other scales are nob significant. It means that the stu-
dents from higher,middle and lower income groups are equal so
far as mobivation,time management technique.anriety and worry
about school performance, 1nformation processing.selecting
main ideas,use of sbtudy aids,self testing and test strategies

are concerned. Hence null hypotheses B2 B,B82 C€,82 D.,B2 F,

82 6,82 H,82 1,82 7 are accepted.

The Table 54 shows mean scores of students from
higher,middle and lower income groups on each scale of learn—
ing strategies and on total learning strategiles.Table 5% A
shows 1nter group mean differences. It 15 noticed 1n this
table that +the studenkts from higher income group differs
significantly from students from lower income group with

respect to their attitude. The mean difference is in  favour

la4d



of lower income group students. It therefore can be inferred
that *the students from lower income group have more favour-—
able attitude towards study than the students from higher
income group. Similarly from the szme table it 158 inferred
that the students from lower i1ncome group have more favour-—
able attitude towards study than the students from middle

iNCom2 group.

Table 56 & shows that the difference between the stu~
dents from lower income group and the students from middle
income grouvp with respect to concentration for study 18
significant at 0.03 level. Bimilarly the students from lower
income group differ signiticantly from the students from
higher income group with respect to concentration for study.
These differences are in favour of the students from lower
ncome group. This means that the students from lowsr 1ncome
aroup  pay more concentration on learning than the students
from middle i1ncome group and the students from higher income

Yroup .

Table 57 A shows the inter group mean differences 1n
total learning strategies with respect to family income. The
mean difference between the students from higher irncoms group
and the students from lower income group is significant at
3.051evel. This difference 18 1n favour of the students from
lower income group. This implies that the students from lower
ncome  group have better learning sirategires tham  the stu-

dents from higher income group.Ilt 18 seen in the same Table



that the students from higher income group and from maiddle
income group are equal with respect to their learning strate-—
gies. Simlarly the students from middle income group and
Tower income group are also equal as their mean difference in

learning strategies are not significant.

4.20 Effects of Types of Family on Learning Strategies
Table 58

Main Effects of Types of Family on Learning Strategies

— o sov0e —-— -ttt Tt o o e s et v i S} et o

Scales of = Levels of
l.earning Sirategies Bignificance
arT G.54 NS
MOT .15 NS
T G.01 NG
ANX 0,00 NG
CON 001 NS
1P 0.04 NS
8SmI Q.00 NS
STA 0.04 N8
SFT 0.00 NS
T8T O.01 NS
TOTAL 0.03 NS

et 2000 s Awart S St vt i B Saen e Shnte B G606 YavR e 44 W I Tene B P SHeI At St St B Yl Y AP S FORSS PV et e bt et e i i el S 900 BRSSP P S A e S S A RS S LA Sl S
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Table 59
Number and Mean Scores on Learning strategies with

respect to Types of Family

Types of Family -————m——— ' Muclear Joint Famll&
Scales of Learning Birategies N = 747 15%
ATT 15.08 2.78
MOT 13.75 . 14,25
THMT 16.72 14.86
ANX 16.94 16.87
CON 15.45 15.00
NP 17.49 18.10
SMI. 10.54 10.4%
8TA 19.8%9 D062
SFT 17.72 17.90
TST 146.89 16.40
TOTAL 198.42 139.44

oo e G i e $90n St Mt o i e ik $HVAY KO Wt ke S dmare bt b P o) S P e S Soens e S S P S SeARe o Shate S S W M S SO0 Sien SR i S i St Y AR S Pt S S i SO WA i G000 Rt S e

Table 58 shows the mawin eftects of btypes of family on
each of the scales of learning strategies and on total lszarn-
ing strategies. Table 59 shows the mean scores of students
staying 1n nuclear family and joint family. All the F  ratios
1n Table 88 are not significant.These indicate that the types
of family has no 1mpact on scales of lesarning strategies as
well as on total learning strategies. The students staying in

nuclear families and staying 1n  joink families are equal so
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far as all the scales pf learning strategies and the totsl
learmning sitrategies are concerned. In the light of these
results the null hypothesis 83 namely types of family will
have no significant effect on learning strategies 15  accept—
ed. Bimilarly,the null hypotheses from 80 A to 83 T are also

accented.

4.21 Effects of Student’'s Involvement in Co—-curricular
Activities (CCA) on Learning Strategies

Table &0

Main Effects of Student’s Involvement in CCA on Learning

Strategies
Scales of F Levels of
Learning Strategies Significance
ATT 360 NS
MoT G.00 NG
™T 3,00 ES
ANX G.18 NS
CON 0.04 NS
INP 0,03 NS
gMI 0.03 NG
8TA 3,00 NS
SFT .01 NS
TST O.01 NS
TOTAL 0.05 NS

1e8



Table &1
Mumber and Mean scores of Student’'s on Learning Strateqgies

with respect to their Involvement in CCA

B Savs St am 2t 200 $hans St Sovee haAS S0 g FRreS et [P —p— e faeas sorse 2re s Thedn AP A 029 Beady e A e R S84 S e e MY Sty S e s

Scales of Mo ITnvolvement Involvement
Learning Strategiles in CCA in CCA
M1l = &84 N2 = 214
ATT 13.20 12.78
MOT 13.87 .81
TMT 16.77 ' 16.66
ANX 17.14 16.24
CON 15.835 15.G1
INP 17.71 17.24
8M1T 10.58 10.24
5TA 20,03 19.84
SFT 17.83 17.51
8T 14.92 14.45
TOTAL 152.53 185.62

Table A0 shows Scale wise F ratios regarding involve-—
ment of students 1n co curricular activaities (CCAY. Table &1
shows  the mean scores of students who participate 1n co-
curricular activities regularly and who do not participzte in
co-curricular activities. The F ratios in Table &1 are nosg

signifricant. These indicate that students’ i1nvolvement i1n Co-
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curricular activities have no effect on
sktrategies and bthe students participating in
ticipating 1n CCA  are squal as far as all
learning strabtegies and the total learning

concerned., In the light of these results the

their learning
CCA and not par-~
the scales of
strategies are

null hypothesis

84 regarding no effect of the students’ involvement in CCA on

learning strategies 1s accepied. Similarly the null hypothe-

ses from B4 A to 84 J are accepted.



4.22 Effect of Tuition classes on Learning Strategies
Table &2

Main Effects of Tuition Classes on Learning Strategies

h0% saee Borin et W RO 2006 HVEQ S S SAGH ARS AR S S000 Sraal A K PO, PR St e RS WO UASD A S e S4I0Y S A S St e B SR . e e Snsen SO PV FOO MO Smmae e P Mo MRS AR e St Siis et S P M b bl S

Scales of F Levels of

Learning Strategiles Significance
ATT 1.09 MG
MoT .37 NS
™T Q.08 NS
AMX 0.14 NS
CON .10 NS
INP 0.7 NE&
sMiI 0.0% NS
8T 0.7 NE
SFT 0,08 NS
T8T O 04 NS
TOTAL .2 NS

i ot At 400 Pt S S Yoved S S T $ot s e . ey S haon vt o s b o A I S0t NS SR P 1 900 4, S P s S P it B Pl i S M S R S el o Mo et S e PR AT A e P ok bt
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Table &3
Number and Mean Scores on Learning Strategies with

respect to Tuition Classes

Srales of Learning Strategles Mo Yes
N o= 2468 &I

ATT 15,50 12.92
mMOT 14,29 15.64
THT 17.04 1&.62
ANX 17.48 1h.69
CON 15.94 15.18
[NP 18.57 17.19
SMI 10.87 10,37
STA 20.54 19.75
SFT 18.54 17.80
ST 17.36 1&4.87
TOTAL 163.7% 156.4%

Table &2 and &7 show the results regarding Tuibion
classes. Table 2 shows fhat all the F ratios are insignifi-
cankt. This indizates that the tuition classes have no effect
on the different scales of learning sirategies as well as  on
total learning strategies of the sbtudents. Table &3 shows the
mean differences i1n  favour of the students taling extra
turtions. But the differences are not significank.Hence 31t

can be said that the students going fto tuition class and not
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\
going to tuition classes are equal with respect to the differ-
ent scales of learning strategies. Similarly they zare egual
wikbh respect to totzl lesrning strateglres. teeping 1n mind
the resulks 1n Ltable 42 and table 47 the null hypothesis 85
regarding no effect of tuwibtion classes on learning sbtrategiles
of the students are accepted. In the same way hypotheses from

25 A bo B85 T are also accepbed.

4.23 Observations on the bzasis of discussions from tables 41
to &3
1) The students whose mothers are 3lliterate have more
favourable abbtitude towards 1earn1ﬁg and more 1nterest
in learning than Lhe students whose mothers toot
sducation upto university level.
=) The studenls whose mothers studied upto primary levels
have more fTavourable atbitude towards learning and more
inberest n learning  than situdents whose mothers
tool higher education.
vy The students whose mothers are 1lliterate have better
learning strategies than khe students whose mothers
have talen higher education.
4} The students whose fTathers studied upto primary level
have Dbetter learning strategies than students whose

fathers kool higher education.

0

The students whose father studied upto primary level
have more favourable atbtitude towards study than

students whose TfTathers toot uwuniversity education.
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7}

g3

The =tudents from lowsr income group have more favour-
able attitude towards study than students from middle
tncome group and higher income group.

The students from lower income group pay more attention
o learning bthan kthe students from maiddle income g;Dup
and from higher i1ncome group.

The student from lower wncome group have better
learning estrategies than the students Ffrom higher

LMCOme group.
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4.24 Introduction :

As stated earlier, in order to study the influence of learn-
1ing orientation on learning strategies,the co-efficient of
correlation technigue was used. The co-efficient of correla-
tions between esach of the scales of learning strategies and
each of the scales of learning orientation are presented in

Table &4.



4.25% Correlation between Learning Strategies and Learning

Orientation

Table

&4

Correlation between Learning Strategies and Learning Orientation

**

Nex

Lo

L8

10 PEDDL ADOL DWIOL APAL DML EYDL SIBDL  TOTARL
e
ATt 015 0.04% 019 G 020 0,08 G06# 0,1
i) 0.9 013 08 046 0Z 049 008 OB
Tl 0.20 040 024 0448 026 023 008 0.3
ANK 0.19 0.05% 020 042 023 02 0.03% 0.2
CoN 0.23 007802 007 026 0,27 0.07# 0.7
e 021 042 0. 022 028 028 0044 04
EHI 0.5 0.0 023 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.05% 0.4
8§71 016 007 %008 041 0.2 006 004 0.2
5TA 02 612 073 020 03 02 042 09
87 0,19 006023 047 026 023 0.0 03
oL 0.7 G2 03 0B 03 0.3 007w 0.7
‘ Not Signaificanst
Significant a2t 0.05 level
mart Significant at 0.01 level

Learning Orientation

Learning Strategies
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In Table 6&4,1t 15 observed that personal domination
prientation in learning (PEDROL)Y 18 significantly related with
all the scales of learning strategies. This indicates that
PEROL influence the learning strategies. PEDDL refers to
various aspects of personal development libte self discipline,
ability to organise one’s thoughts etc. The significant
relationships between PEDOL and all the scales of learning
strateglies indicate that the students who have higher
personal development orientation have good learning

strategies.

Another independent variable namely assessment domina-
tion in lezarning (ADOL) refers to the agpects of examinzation
dominztion, that is, students Just for passing,study those

topics which are prescribed in the syllabus for test etc.

The correlabtion between ADOL and attitude of the
sludents towards learning 15 positive but very low. This
correlation 18 nob significant. Bimilarly relationship of
ADOL  with anuiety of the students in learning 1s also very
low. This might be because they study Just for the sale of
passing the eram.In case of other scales of learning strate-
gres the values of correlations are significant. This indi-
cates that ADOL influences all bthe scales of learning strate-
gies except bwo that is antiety and attitude towards learn—
ing. As the ADOL oriented students have selective motive of
passing the examination, they are good at using other learn-

ing and study strategles.
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INJOL means the students’ intrinsic orientabion in  job
and  learning. INJOL indicabtes that the students percsive
learning as a pleasurable euperience and express 8 desire to
find job or acocbivity which would also give them intrinsic
satisfaction. These students are creative and original.The
correlations bebween IMIOL and a1l the scales of learning
strategies are significant at 0,01 level. This indicates that

khe students who have intrinsic orientation in learning have

good learning strategies.

The correlations between Apathy 1n learning and each of
the scales of lesarming strategies are significant at o.ol
ltevel. That i1s, APAL 1s highly related to 2ll the scales of

tearning strategles. This indicates that APAL influences

learning strategies.

The correlations between 1nvolvement in learning
(INJOL)Y and each of the scales of learning strabtegiles are
mignificant at 0.01 level. This shows that INMVOL has an
impact on learning strategies.This means that the students
who are involved sincerely in studies adopt better ways of

studying.

EXDL indicates extrinsic orientation in learning. This
is also significantly related with all the scales of learning
strategies as the obtzined values of correlations are signlf-

icant beyond G.01 level.This shows that esxtrinsic orientation
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in learning (EXOL)Y has an effeckt on the learnming strategies
of the students. Az they want to have better prospscts,and
maore gain in future they are investing their snergy today n

learning by adopting good bebtter learning strategies.

Students who have significant other oriented orienta-—
tion 1in learning (SIG0OL) give importance to others.They do
naot have self ormienbation or involvement in learning. SIGOL
is not significantly correlated with seven scales of learning
strategies. This indicates that the students who are signifi-
canktly other oriented are not interested in studies but 1n
order to please others they study and use some time manage-
ment techniques for learning and try to concentrate an

studies.

The value of correlaztion of total learning orientation
with each of the scales of learning sbtrategies are saignifi-
cant. Bimilarly the values of correlations of composiie learn—
ing strategiles with each of the scales of learning orienta-
tion are also significant. The correlation between composite
scores of learning strategies and that of learning orienba-
Lion 118 also significant., In bthe light of these results 1t
can be sai1d that learning orientation has an impact on learn-
ing strategies. Hence the null hypothesis 88, concerning no
significant relationship between lgarning orisntation  and

learning strategies 1s not accepted.
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4.26 Observations

13

L

&

73

The students who are self disciplined and are able to
organised their thought have better ways of learning.
The examination oriented learners have high motivation,
ugse better time management technaigques.better ways of
processing wnformation and betier testing techniques
ebc.

The students who are creative and have inirinsic
matisfaction for learning have bettar ways of learning.
The students who are 1n;01ved in studies,adopting good
learning strategires.

The students who finds meaning 1n learning for better
future prospects,adopts good learning strategles.

The students who study for the sate of others, that is,
to please others generally can not adopt good learning
skrateyles.

The students who have high lezrning orientation adoptis

better learning sbtrategies.
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